FROM THE BESK BF EB FAULKNER

Member: Juniper Acres Community Committee

RECEIVED

Bureau of Land Management _ JAN 1 4 2004
ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ : _
3050 NE 3" St. | - Pstor

. Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Uppe1 Deschutes Resource Managemem Draft
Public Comment Process v "

January 15, 2004

Bureau of Land Manégement Administration, -

The accompanying form letter is a dirgct result of issues and concems that were brought to my
personal attention. The letter is quite straight forward and easy to understand-Tt is being used as a
way to express “No Support” for alternative seven’s Historic Range Vegetation Management
Proposal.

It is my understanding that a s1gn1ﬁcant1y large number of concerned citizens are in favor of a
“Current Range” approach to vegetation management. The most common pro’s and con’s are
expressed in this letter. The letter is a realistic way to add more objectivity to the planning
process. It is the BLM’s responsibility to utilize this public input to amend the preferred
alternative to support Current Range Vegetation Management.

* Thank you,

MQ%

Edward C. Faulkner



Bureat of Land Maﬁagenient

" ATT: Teal Purrington . - RECEN
- 3050 NE34St . E-VED
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ' BLMPRINEVILLE _
Public Comment Process . - DISTRIGT 7¢f '

- As a concerned Central Oregon re51dent I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

- Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated techmque called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘H1stone Range’

 for several reasons. \

302

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. :
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like hlstonc range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before .
is impossible and-isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. -
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agnculture multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative cond1t1ons
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '
- g. The B.-LM.. is managing public lands within a fedérally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future. —

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do ot support.
-a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re—create the vegetation uncertamt1es of the
past.
-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before? .
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary. ’ ' "
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conﬂwts with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the 'referred alternative to Su ort;.
*Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: \t d« ANIVNN E& C, \" 0\\)\\\\ DRy
Address Cltv Zip: \—-‘SO ‘SE WV‘(‘ Q\@ 0o A \\W\ QV\(\Q O\", 18\4
i \ Date: \ - \‘)\ OL\




Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN 1 4 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft,
Public Comment Process BL'\g*l’g'[glEo\{rlLLE

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly’
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. :

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management. .

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The-concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-ln conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-

‘ emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management”.

Print name: (T A/’) /? Z/C//é’)/
Address. City. Zjp: / éc%‘@ JLW ﬂee/ ﬂ/ C"C]Q/ /P c/ / rrnc»faae\) Or
| ; Date: /,1/8/05’ L 77760




Bureau of Land Management ? 1% L)
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. | RECE'VED

Prineville, Oregon 97754

JAN. 1 4 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. B
Public Comment Process L%Eﬁ!g%’r'u

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range”’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people ard their actions the best. [t

_ works better under change, the types of changes that will occur how and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

-a. [do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. :

-b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

: ‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.
Print name: / ; G DN /;;L\Ww\(/\

Address. City. Z?p 64/79 S - C/r)f\a. ﬁ-f\‘ 8(’) 8&«0/ OQ g )0 f

——— Dat\e.J Z/ /4/0-3

Signed:
7

177



 Bureau of Land Management _ REC ElVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 14 2004
o BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ' DISTRICT
Public Comment Process H =

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘H1storlc Range’
for several reasons. ~

- 1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a [tisthe best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. ‘Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

« - g. The BTL. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
~ past. '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice whenit’s never been used before?

~-c¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
e’mphasizes agrigultural use.

Please amend the preterred altematwe to_support;
“Current Range Vegetation Management

Print name: @Pcm 7L 6/“
Address. Cltv Zip: 19%] 3 kc@wa /\9 (gm:) oKk 27202
Signedy/ ~ \ Date: V&/EAS

T
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)

Bureau of Land Management . B Bpb )

ATT: Teal Purrington : HE C E ' VE D

3050 NE 3™ St.
Prineville, Oregon 97754

' JAN 14 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. BLM PRINEVILLE

Public Comment Process DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregén residenf I Would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

. formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a, It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. »
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that'existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. ' ‘
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ - g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiuman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. "It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L..M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. .

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname:  R¢&P  KENTVER | :
Address. City, Zip:f 4220 Shibte Rl Bt G772/
Signed: (Rezr’#— Date:_(2./8/73




Bureau of Land Management , ‘ | ﬂﬁ: 1
ATT: Teal Purrington RECEI

3050 NE 3% St. . |

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : JAN 14 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. BLM PRINEVILLE
, \ DISTRICT
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. .

‘1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

- is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally désignated reclamation
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ’

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: X Au I\ HG\’\W\QV\

Address. Cltv le /937,6 BQV\C‘) | q7'7©7\ 4

Signed i_A —Date: l:&/?/w
— / /




Bureau of Land Managément

ATT: Teal Purrington o RECEIVED
20

3050 NE 3" St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ | JAN 14 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. BLMDTS-}EE{}U‘E

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
"~ d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. -Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ - g The B M.. is managing public lands within a féderally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation rnanagement is a new and uncertain conceptI do not support.

~a. [donot support the B.L. M s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. ‘ ' '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
: ‘Current Range Vegetation Management’. .

Print name: Dczni-c(. L Ha 2L
Address. City. Zip:. 8 Y 5% Rormpoche L Beact’ O "GP 707
Signed: 0{9W o Ry I Date:_% /e /02




Bureau of Land Management '

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. ' ' RECEIVE
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘

JAN 14 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ' BLM PRINEVILLE
Public Comment Process , . DISTHICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management®. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- €. Current range works the best with our current and future Vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- - - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally desu:nated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
-a. Ido not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
* emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the nreferred alternative to support:
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: _DCLO'\Q .Y Hﬁfl&x&

Address. City, Zip: | le A L idhifn  Lipeg 77?70/
. . 1

Signed: Dol Q- — Dae: (2 /203,




Bureau of Land Management
ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St. | | | RECEIVED

Prineville, Oregon 97754 B |
| - JAN 14 2004 & ‘

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
: BLM PRINEVILLE
Public Comment Process _ DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M."s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation managernent is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’ s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best.choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

.- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Printname: _ Magwid  MBRKLS
Address. City. Zip:__ 1863 Avonwas Cr. Bevwd OrE 97762
Signed: _rpoumasces OA MG, Date:_12-R-03




Bureau of Land Management , ' | |
ATT: Teal Purrington : RECEIVED

3050 NE 3 St. .
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ~ JAN 14 2004 g

BLM PRINEVI
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft, D|STH|Q1‘LLE

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

- Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. ,

- - d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use

activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

: - prioritizes our current needs.and vegetative concerns.

- - =g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands Within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It .
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetatlon uncertainties of the
' past.
-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
- be necessary.
-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; , .
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: ‘&\C—M% ‘S— %&M MO
DAL LN WAk D 91837

/{/ Date: / 2-" 7"0~5




Bureau of Land Management _ .

ATT: Teal Purrington ' RECE‘VED
-3050 NE 37 St, ' ,

Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 14 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. BLM PRINEVILLE
. DISTRICT
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

‘1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- . Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ‘

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justlﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use..

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: \) US«“( ~ %HW&W\QVI
Address. City. 2757/0}’ e, /7[ #3 geﬂd 0/ 97721

Signed4 A Date: De.c. g L00%




Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington o RECEEVED

3050 NE 3™ St

Prineville, Oregon 97754 | ~JAN 14 2004 &3/5

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. BLMDT?‘II‘EF(;{AI‘LLE
Public Comment Process

- As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly’
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over “Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
.uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

 isimpossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best, [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

-a. [do not support the B.L. M s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. '

- b. How do [ know if historic rangeis the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: JV\ A"H l’\o N HDLD"W(Q

Address. City, Zip: 6!“‘/ D@zr\)a“ev D& BQM R 97702

| Signed: ( ' Date: /Z 80X




Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington o . RECE lVED

3050 NE 3" St. : :
" Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' - JAN 14 2004
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. BLM PRINEVILLE

Public Comment Process DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. ‘

1.Current range is theé B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. ‘

" - c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e, Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '

¢ - g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and-in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'. -

Print name: ™ _
Address. City, Zipi__ \A2T\ S\ aS\agne

,  Signed: Q - 4(\ . \/\)@\ Date: <1 ks
| Signec \\ % _\2 /0og /o3




~ Bureau of Land Maﬁagenient' o . B
ATT: Teal Purrington ~ . - = )
3050 NE 3¢ St, N o RECENE.D

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - " BLMPRINEVILLE
Public Comment Process : : DISTRICT

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+uncertainties of the past. : :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. :
- d. Current range is the most compatlble and consistent with other current land-use
] activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- €. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
~ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for- human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetauon uncertamues of the
past. .

-b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. _

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bu11t~ in conﬂlcts ‘with multlple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use. '

Please amend the referred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Printname: __ Sesm A% _ |
Address, City, Zip;__ %18 (oo Lo Rty KL (AL 07 G740

I‘; Signed: 49/ - _ Date:_/-7070%
Z/ :




Bureau of Land ManaéeInent- o . | . , :
~ ATT: Teal Pumington = . - RECEIVED
3050 NE 3" St. ‘

Prineville, Oregon 97754 - | ' JAN 14 ZOU4
| BLM PRINEVILLE 5/

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft ' ' DISTRICT
Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation managernent.
- a, It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. -
- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that ex1sted 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current 1and—use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. v
- . Current range works the-best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. ,
- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclama‘uon
project area, The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do rot support.

-a. I'donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best cheice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more laW enforcement will
be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot be Jus’uﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- €. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt—m conﬂlcts ‘with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
.‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: \ Gt Y{o ;la \f"l/ NS ,
Address, City, Zip; Po.3vx 713% '?m;vu\,[ G, Y279
Date: j/// o0/p L/

Slgned




.BureauofLandMaaag.enaetlt' - . | L | RECE'VED

ATT: Teal Purrington : S '
3050 NE 3 St. . : | | JAN 14 200
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' e

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft S

Public Comment Process

Asa concemed Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

~ Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation managernent.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past. '

'~ ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.

-f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dlver51ﬁed ecosystem that

_ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamanon
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
-reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do rot support.

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
past.

~-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot be Jjustified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the p_referred alternative to support;
‘ *Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: Dtj,c:imﬁwé"" ) :
lolay
Address, City, Zip: ) D¢ & wellocree, e 7o |
| Date: {—=/p -(14/




Bureau of Land Management RECEI VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE3%St. - UANT4 2004 —3
Prineville, Oregon 97754
BLM PRINEVILLE e
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - DISTRICT
Public Comment Process '

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M."s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condmons that ex1sied 150 years ago and before
1s impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range, has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. .

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatxon
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiuman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It -

_ works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

-a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
- be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and urncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in contlicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the oreferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: //}/xz éj,é /’ﬂ/l{‘ 7% 71;[:6# 54
- Address. City. Zip: 2/RE J_é?_i»tz’ /Z« 7 ffr ‘C:{,szfzm C:})/; ?73(/}/
Signed: / /Mﬂw Date:_/R-7-C 5
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Bureau of Land Management , RECE ' VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St. | | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : BLM PRINEVILLE
‘ : o DISTRICT | :

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vecetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. 7S managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned, This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

-a. ldo not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- ¢. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

\

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
- *Current Range Vegetation Manaaement

Print name: @ m/«{ ’? b wi/?
Address. City. Zip: 20777 / 4 {./4“[ /m /?uj dlz
Signed: ’}OAJ 7?7/ Date: /2- o8- n3




Bureau of Land.Managel'nent - RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington
3050 NE 3™ St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ AN L4 200 jj:jgﬁ
. BLMPRINEVILLE (@ '

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - DISTRICT
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M."s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condmons that existed 150 years ago and befoxe
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe COI’ldlthl‘lS

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that

: prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

'/« -g TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people-and their.actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used befm e?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. ,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: K £N | (\) i é\b
Address. City. Zip:_ 200 /\/z_: '2630 ﬂOQ( e~ @5‘/’9 97

| Signed: /ﬂ A1 7/ Date: (2 -0%-03




Bureau of Land Management , _ RECE | VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3™ St. :
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 14 2004
_ BLM PRINEVILLE .
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Hlstorlc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
‘uncertainties of the past.

-c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

i -g TheB. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

" works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re~create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’ s hever been used before?

= c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justlﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; ‘
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: _/Matbhpn) __AEEchzr
Address. City. Zip:__/s98 leids Acpris KPP _ LenlpD G770/
Signed: W 7 ' _ Date:_ 42-8-©5




§

Bureau of Land Management o RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. ‘ | JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 :
: : BLM PRINEVILLE .

: DISTRICT ",
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process '

’

~ As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

Range Vegetation Management’, The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M. s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the -
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condmons that existed 150 years ago and before
- 1s impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The'B. L. M.. is managing public lands withina federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the. future. —

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. : |

- b. - How do I know if historic range is the best choice when 1t s never been used before?

- c.” Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement w111
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multlple use. and de-
emphas1zes agmcultural use. '

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;

*Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name:

Address. City.

Signed:




Bureau of Land Madaéenient- o : _
~ ATT: Teal Pumrington * . - ' | RECE'VED

3050 NE 34 8t,

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ : JAN 1.4 200_4 %93
. ‘ : : . BLM PRINEVILLE -
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Cutrent

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation managernent.
- a, It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
= b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
« uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
-d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land—use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- . Current range works the- best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
~ . project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do dot support.

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past. v

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot bé Jusuﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain,

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt—m confhcts with mu1t1p1e use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the; referred altemative to support;
‘ ‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.*

Print name: // /5%7 //%’%Zﬁf |
Address City,Zip: AZ60 /S,/@ /S /)7 /Qf;%cz?//c/ &Z & 7S é
Slgned / / Z/ W _ Date: ﬁ f D - s




- Bureau of Land Maﬁaéexﬁent' | o o RECE'VED

ATT: Teal Purrington = . o ' | -
3050 NE 3% St. ' , . ‘ JAN 1.4 20048 .

Prineville, Oregon 97754

BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Dratft. DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

~for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like hlStOI‘lc range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
* - e. Current range works the-best with our current and future vegetative condmons
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do ot support.

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamt1es of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt—m CODﬂlCtS with rnultlple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the .Qreferred alternative to support;
“Current Range Vegetation Management’. -

" Print name: y [/ " AZV//A-
Adress, City, /113 o‘? Loy 0 OB SH /Zz(fmw/f Q775¢
{ sud, (’/W D /909

Slgned.




~ Bureau of Land Maoag.etﬁele;c' | L | o RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington = . o -
3050 NE 3% St, B ' JAN 14 2004,
Prineville, Oregon 97754 , : M

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Managcment Draft

Public Comment Process

Asa conoemed Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
 -a Itisthe best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past. :
-~ ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

~'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- &. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions. _

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamauon
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
‘project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
past.

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt—m conﬂlcts ‘with muluple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use.

- Please amend the oreferred altemative to_support;
*Current Ragge Vegetation Management’."

. Print name: Maed o - J’Q .
Address, City, Zip: S == -C\\ %.ﬂx\c:;‘\\ 3 o ‘
Signed: . Mawk o3 Wee o}& , Date: -10- 4




Bureau of Land Management ' | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal] Purrington o
3050 NE 39 St. | JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : :

BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management®. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and d1ver51t1ed ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation =~
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

-a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
. “Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: Sth e /V/ / /%7 258

Address. City, Zip:__ 235 o SHhargfeHgien /?/ //“Owiéé/df/ﬁ_,
Signed: M Date: /01 9@5

/// 7




Bureau of Land Management » REC EIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. | 149 Qa0
Prineville, Oregon 97754 | JAN 2004 -'ﬁ;ig

BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like hlStOl‘lC range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. |

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a tederally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within ‘thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that.will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- -e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-

emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: //xﬁW( M“hS /4 l J/ S
Address. City. Zip: /i?éﬂ C«-(ﬁpﬂ F_bwn [Sesn 5@ é&‘e P270/
Signed: M%ﬁﬁ% Date:_/ 2~ $-2ZF




Bureau of Land Management , RECE!VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. | JAN 1 4 2004 N
Prineville, Oregon 97754 .

BLM PRINEVILLE
. - DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process
As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

I.Current rarige is the B.L.M.'s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and befo1e
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future Vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now-and in the future. *

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.
.- a. I do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past. o

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. ‘

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; 7
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print néme: 3)6/4]7  Cowtr
Address. City. Zip: Sul ; % N 7775&
Signed: _M&M\/ Date: /-7 03




Bureau of Land Management _ ‘ RECE'VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 37 St. : 14
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : JAN 2004 _

BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
1s impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- €. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

-f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation”

. project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation manageément is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with muluple use. and de-
empha51zes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
"Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: @QV\@ LQ.)I C\t\’\’-
Address. City. Zip: /(QHL() \\B/w v7'\)-l:(Rfc,(/mof\cO @,r.e q77>’é
FRece Wde

Date: /ZA ¥ /93

Signed:




- Bureau of Land Maﬁaéenient- . I | , _
ATT: Teal Purrington = . s RECEIVED

3050 NE 3" 8t

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ‘ | . JAN 14 2004 @
| o . . BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRIGT
Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
«+ " uncertainties of the past.
-~ ¢. The concept of recreating vegetatlon conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '

~d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-~use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally de31gnated reclamatlon
prOJect area, The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support.

-a. [donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt—m conﬂlcts ‘with muluple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use.

Pleagse amend the preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.*

Pmat nanae gW /Qé{ é[ //

Address City, er 73365 A ( lf)/{m {0(/4 Df/’ /?)ﬁ mqmj\ C ]d[ ﬁ‘-{&i)z_
Slgned. %/Lﬁa Jéz‘M . Date;_/ / IZ/ 0 L(




ATT: Teal Purrington "
3050 NE 3 St,

~ Bureau of Land Maﬁagement' R o | RECEIVED

Prineville, Oregon 97754 . ' . JAN 14 quf _ ,
| BLMPRINEVILLE (1 ,
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - ' DISTRICT -
Public Comment Process , -

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

- Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation managernent.
- a, It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. :
- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
-'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- ¢. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area, The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and-uncertain concept I do riot support.

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamtles of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcernent will
. be necessary.

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt—m conﬂlcts ‘with multlple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the nreferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.*

Print name: &(?7“ /l 4 /j

Address. Cjt§/Zip:_| L/L/D ps @7’[ 7 /? SO O f?z 7775*é
. Date: j/Ja/OL/




| Bureau of Land Maﬁaéenﬁeee' | S | RECEl\/ED

ATT; Teal Purrington = . Co
3050 NE 39St p JAN 14 2004 77522
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' | %35 :
‘ ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE
, DISTRICT -

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Cutrent

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation managerent.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. :
- b Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
«+ uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
~'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- . Current range works the-best with our current and future vegetative ‘conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclarna’uon
* project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant for human development and océupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation managemenf is a new and uncertain concept I do rot support.
-a. [donot support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-ereate the vegetation uncertamues of the
past.
- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

. be necessary.

-d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bmlt—m COHﬂlCtS ‘with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agnculmral use. :

Please amend the .preferred altemat_ive to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: {}m eVt (/\,m}f 1
Address %J Zip: 292 Uﬁ /( o SA A;wa// ?7?547

8P AN /7/—@“ ey =L 3 . Date; J_ : [ (7"‘ Oéf

Slgned.




~ Bureau ef Land Maﬁaéerﬁent' | S o _ | RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington -

3050 NE 3% St, | g AN 14
Prineville, Oregon 97754 : . ' JAN 2004
, ' o S BLM PRINEVIL =

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DISTRICT .
Public Comment Process - :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. _
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past. -

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

~'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclama’uon
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the firture.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do rot support.
-a. [donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt—m conﬂ1cts ‘with multiple use. and de-.
_emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the nreferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management’.-

: ‘Print name: f’) o (/‘7 L ns ,
Address Cityy Zip: /734 S E /Voe(fz)u Dﬂ Vﬂl}‘{’\/ nle pR
ﬁwﬂﬂt %}/’l . Date; /=2 Oé’ ’

Signed




Bureau of Land Maﬁaéenient- o o | o t]
- ATT: Teal Purrington = . - - RECEIVED
3050 NE 3™ St.

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : | ' JAN 147 Uuw
| | D
. BLMPRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. * , DISTRICT
Public Comment Process :

As a concerned Ceniral Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation managerhent.
- a, It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
= b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
« uncertainties of the past.
"= ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
~'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the- best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '
- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for-human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do ot support.

-a. I donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertamues of the
past.

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary. '

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- €. Historic range reduces public access, has bullt-m conﬂlcts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the nreierred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Management®.*
-5

Print name: //77 Z”‘/’

Address CityAip: 5@307 /7/ ot 7 ///”//4("//// ¢
7 ' Date: /7@ dﬁ/

Slgned




Bureau of Land Manaéement' - L | ,
" ATT; Teal Purrington =~ . - ' RECEIVED

3050 NE3®St. , - | . :

Prineville, Oregon 97754 : | : JAN 1 4 ZUU@
. BLMPRINEVILE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft ' DISTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

- 1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach becauseé of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past,
- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ago’ and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '
~d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
" - e, Current range works the-best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamauon
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
.project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do ot support.
-a. [ donot support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-oreate the vegetation uncertamtles of the
- past.

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when 1t’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary. :

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conﬂ1ots -with multiple use. and de-.
emphasizes agncultural use. '

Please amend the referred alternauve to_support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management®.*

Print name: A aine W\&é@é/( | '
Address, City, Zip: Box iU Tlerebonne, ¢ G T E D

Slgned %W 1/1/Y"9~ua/ ___ Dae_[=0® 4




Bureau of Land Management , HECEHWED :
ATT: Teal Purrington . |
3050 NE 34 S, . JAN 14 200
 Prineville, Oregon 97754 | A0z
BLM PRINEVILLE

DisTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft, \

Pubhc Comment Process

Asa concemed Central Oregon re51dent I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called “‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over *Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn 't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
_ prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. '
i i -g. TheB.L.M. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is'a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetatlon uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if hlstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary,

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred altematlve to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Mana ement’.

Pant name: @J /W& f A '5 , ,
Address, CIW //)BOZL /UL h)ﬁbﬁf@ C‘fl» g@ﬂa), ﬂj& QTY?a/ |
// v

494/1/\/ 7 Date:_ /Z”IO'JE

Signed:

‘e



Bureau of Land Management RECE , VE D

ATT Teal Purrington | _ ,
Pr1nev1lle, Oregon 97754 : BLM PRINEVILLE :
- DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschﬁtes Resource Management Draft,
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

*  is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f..Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concemns.

# - g. The B. E. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
‘project area is meant for hiuman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b, How do I know if hxstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary. ' '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in contflicts with multiple use. and de-
‘emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name: ?{ E;/ et Ko S8
Address. Clty Zip: 2RS40 C’aa/@a;(j/ PR Fead O Z2202

Signed: W S o Date: so~r70- 3




Buree;u of Land Management 4 - RECE IVE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3% S, - o JAN 14 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' BLM PRINEVILLE 17
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called “Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons. '

1.Current range is the B.L.M."s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. ,

- c¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. _

- d. Current range is the most compatible and congistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe condmons

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

_works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B. L M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to xmplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend thé preferred alternative to support:
' ‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: Gél\ 4un BA&& et P |
Address. City. Zip: 21875 Newnsaes Dave Beaxs, Ofesar 2779

Signed: M‘Wéf} Date: /,?-‘/Q/OJ' ‘




Bureau of Land Management 1 _ | | ' RECEIVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3" St. | | ’
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - | | JAN 14 2005’3 ]
- ’ .~ BLMPRINEVILLE ="

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. - .. DISTRICT
Public Comment Process o '

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I'would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’-over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation éonditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future Vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dwer51f1ed ecosystem that
” prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
< -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will oecur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ' '

- b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use: and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
' *Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Print name: L/Qﬂ'/ﬁ( (s W J “/

Address. City, Zip: /7S f@aﬁ)/\/i( _ng AP :
Signed; » %‘-ﬂ‘“ﬁ ‘ Date: Z)— /d cﬁ%




Bureau of Lanél Management . | ‘ RECEEVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

" 3050 NE'3" St. | . - JAN 1 42004 *
_Prineville Oregon 97754 ’ BLM PRINEVILLE
“ DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a, It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and beTore
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. -
~e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. :
¢ -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally desu:nated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

‘ past. )
-b. How do [ know if hlstonc range is the best chmce when it’s never been used before?
- c. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will

be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- . Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use. |

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
_‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Print name:™ ZE;AS ;Z ng& — B
Address. City, Zjp: 4 2P & %P/ OR, F770)
Signed: /m Date: /~7~04:"




Bureau of Land Management . _ RECE[VED

ATT: Teal Purrington : - 4 :
3050 NE 3" St. ) JAN 14 200@
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - 3 ,

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Reseurce Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Hlstonc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over *Historic Range’
for several reasons.

" 1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past. .

- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

-.d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

~ e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversitied ecosystem that

prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

# -g.The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally des1gnated rec!amatlon
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately’'owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation ma.nagement is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

. -b. Howdo I know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

.- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain..

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has bu1lt—1n conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
Current Range Vegetation Manaeement

Print name: EW o m\(@/&b
Address. iy, Zip: 20, Dok 646 777% ,
L/ /mﬂ”&(é)/ _ Dae: \‘L]l W‘blmz
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Bureau of Land Management . | - RE CE,VE D
ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ . :
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . . - 2004 o,

: : : BLM PRINEVILLE :

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. ‘DiSTRICT
Public Comment Process : ‘ :

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current

Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over HlStOI‘lC Ranwe
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- - ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatwe conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and dlver51tled ecosystem that

- prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns. _

# - g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation -
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for himan development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It

- works better under change, the types of changes that will oceur now and in the future,

2. Historic range vegetation management is'a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. [ do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
.- b. How do I know if hlStOI‘lC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. '

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justlfied by results that are unclear and uncertam
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with 1nu1t1ple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management .

Print name: (\/Lm é& K—O%ef :
Address. City, Zip; S lai é+ e toling X 977//.5'

Signed: @/A@ )A@ﬁ\- Date: Jﬁiﬂ@/b’ﬁ




Bureau of Lano Management - ‘ ey .
ATT: Teal Purrington - RECEIVED
3050 NE 3"St. )

 Prineville, Oregon 97754 . - JAN T4 20p4
. " S BLM PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. L DisTRICT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Hlstonc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of tryin g to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large. .
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation. :
 e. Current range works the best with.our current and future vegetatlve conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
¢ - g. The B. L. M.: ismanaging public lands within a federally deSIgnated reclamation -
project area. The land within ‘this reclamation area is mostly privately owned, This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason | support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
v works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future,

]
!

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

- a. 1do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the )

past. :
. -b. Howdo I know if hlStOrlC range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
--¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. "Historic range reduces public access, has built«in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’.

Pi'iht name: [) £ “(’1/\. 4 omcedo
' Address. City, Zip:_rgn ook wa_ A€ GRS
| Signed: i@\——’ﬁ S At ceclen ' : Date: |2/(2¢(/0 P?
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Bureau of Land Management | o . RECEEVED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3¢ St. - - JAN 14 2000 _—

Prineville, Oregon 97754 ’ _ BLM PRINEVILLE ¢ W
| | . DisTRICT

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Hlstorlc Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg to recreate the
~ uncertainties of the past.
.- c. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative condltlons
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within thi§ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
- project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another-key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation m’anagement is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

-a. [donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. ¢

- b. How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary. :

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- &. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend th_e preférred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management’. -

.,—-—_"'—" .
Print name: ,_Sg.con Pe, “AS
Address. City, Zip:

Date: /2~23-¢3




RECEIVED
Bureau of Land Management

ATT: Teal Purrington R | JAN 1 4 2004
3050 NE 3" St ’ |

. o | B :
Prineville, Oregon 97754 ' . L"H’s'?‘!gE;VTf

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Curent
Range Vegetation Management®. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M."s present ‘method of Vegetauon management
- a. It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
~ uncertaintiés of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and bef01e
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. -
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concems.
- g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally de51gnated reclamation
project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
~ project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

-a. Idonot support the B L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the

past.
- - b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more e‘(penswe to 1mplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use, and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;.
) ' ‘Current Range Vegetatmn Management’.

Print name: ?t, ~ // [LANSS O\
Address, ‘Cyﬁy le GQSS& /‘ SSeire- k /‘) KC’///‘/M(\/V[ O/? q 7 75(
/ Date: /-2-¢ 17’

Signed:




"~ Bureau of Land Management' , ‘ RECE IVE D
- ATT: Teal Purrington = . o ' , B
3050 NE 3¢ St, , . . JAN 14 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754

BLM PRINEVILLE

Dis
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft TRICT .

~ Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would Tike to be on record as supportive of ‘Current
" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’

“for several reasons.
1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation managerhent.
- a, It is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b, Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
+ uncertainties of the past. :
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed- 15 0 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
~d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- e. Current range works the. best with our current and future vegetative conditions.
- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
- g."The B. L: M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamatlon
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is meant for human development and occupancy. That is another key
reason [ support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future-

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do 1iot support.

-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetatlon uncerta1nt1es of the
past.

-b. How do I know if historic range is the best choice wher it’s never been used befme’)

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary. :

- d Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has buﬂt-m conﬂlcts ‘with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agncultural use. :

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
“‘Current Range Vegetation Managemen

P1mtname<\(!\/‘/\ CD@\/\G\ \’\ : | ) @& g\/\&
Address, City, le NI \N WW\\‘ OU yYWOWY CX. A VT
St e IDNIN  Dael Oy O%




Bureau of Land Maﬁaéexﬁent- o o | RECENER
* ATT: Teal Purrington = . - ECENE
3050 NE 3% St. - ' '
Prineville, Oregon 97754 . : ' | JAN 1 4 2004
‘ BLW PRINEVILLE
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft. DistricT

- Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current -

" Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’ B
for several reasons. '

'1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation managerhent.
- a. It is the best approach becausé of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Current range isn’t restricted like h.lStOI‘lC range to a concept of trymg to recreate the -
« uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large. '

~'d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- &. Current range works the-best with our current and future vegetative conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

- g The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclarnanon
 project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
-project area is mednt for human development and occupancy. That is another key

reason I support ¢urrent range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do riot support. -
-a. [ donot support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncerta1nt1es of the
' past. |

-b. How do I know if hlstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
. be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- . Historic range reduces public access, has bmlt- n conﬂlcts ‘with multiple use. and de-.
' empha51zes agrlcultural use. :

Please amend the .preferred alternative to support;
*Current Range Vegetation Manggemen

Print name: 9){ u\@uﬂé‘" DO\ e
Address, City, le. i‘&?}}_ el ds %Zhri S \’ ﬁ\ee vvwmd 97754
 Signed: ﬁ\'ﬁ“%ﬁd{\i?‘ Wise. 5 ___ Date: |-1 Z’ oY

/




Bureau of Lanei Management - RECE, VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington .
3050 NE3"St. . JAN 1 4 2004

Prineville, Oregon 97754 . , BLM PHINEVI :d; g éLg

DI
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft STH'CT

Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over *Historic Ran(re
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg, to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condltlons that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

- e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

+ -g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands withina federally desi gnated reclamation
project area. The land within ‘this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. [t
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.
-b. How do [ know if hlstorlc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?
- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to implement and more law enforcement will
~ be necessary.
- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.
- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conﬂmts with multiple use. and de-
"~ emphasizes agr1cu1tural use.

Please a1nend the referred alternatwe to support; :
Current Range Vegetation Mana ement’.

Pnnt name: /QCJMW] FJ@{/@/ : :
Address. City, Zip: éOéZ/ 02 c[qz: /'llﬂLﬁ 'gc’ni L
. Signed: Cééc/ W Date: [~ (0~03
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Bureau of Land Management =~ RECE ,VE D

ATT: Teal Purrington

- 3050 NE 3" St. ‘ } JAN 14 20p4 ‘
Prineville, Oregon 97754 o . : BLM PRINEVIL
. ‘ | " DISTRICT T

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of *Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly
formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over *Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation condltlons that existed 150 years ago and before.
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatxve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

4---g. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation

‘project area. The land within thi$ reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.

-a. 1 do not support the B.L.M..’s efforts to re- -create the vegetatlon uncertamtles of the
past. .

-b. How do [ know if hlstonc range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- c. Historic range will be more expenswe ‘to implement and more law enforcement will |
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be Justxﬁed by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- ¢. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multlple use. and de-
emphasizes agrlcultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support;
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Address. Ci J‘Zp 1llg {NﬁE ("\/H;C | 4 A ﬁy ﬂ7]ﬁ /
\ Signed:%/ Q/rlﬂ‘\/ Date: //Z*//Z/&Z

i

Print name;




Bureau of Land Management v RE CEI VED

ATT: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 39 St o JAN 1 4 2004
- Prineville, Oregon 97754 , _ BLM PRINEVILLE @ _
: DISTRICT
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft.
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident I would like to be on record as supportive of ‘Current -
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range over *‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M.’s present method of vegetation management.

- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility. :

- b. Current range isn’t restricted like historic range to a concept of trymg, to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.

- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before

- is impossible and isn't very beneficial to the community at large.

- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land use
activities like agnculture multiple use and recreation.

* e. Current range works the best with our current and future vegetatlve conditions.

- f. Current range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.

¢ -g. The B. L. M...is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation e
project area. The land within thié reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This
project area is meant for hiiman development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.
2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept [ do not support.

- a. [ do not support the B.L.M.."s efforts to re- -create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past.

- b. How do I know if h1stor1c range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

- ¢. Historic range will be more expensive to lmplement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- e. Historic range reduces public access, has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

}

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; _ :
‘Current Range Vegetation Management'.

Priat name: \ ovA_ 56—‘4.\056 M&QC\&("’
i f addle  de Beudh Oy F7170¢(

Date: [QZ ki !ij




